
Comments on Draft Pond Water Management Altematlves 
Colorado Depanment of PuMlc Health and Envlronment 

These comments apply prlrnarily to near term altematlves, and reflect dfflerences of oplnlon amonQ GDH staff In 
some cases. The alternatlves provlded by DOE appear to be llmkd In approach and scope, reflecting a 
reluctance to truly consMer altematlves other than that previously chosen. Prevlous suggestlons by CDH staff 
have not been addressed, and are repeated below. 

ADMN RECORD 
General C m  

Purpose: DOE'S underlying bash for needlng to continue to manage the ponds has not been deflned. They 
have to deckle which of two reasons. I) protectlng human health or 11) sustalnlng ecdoglcal resources, Is the 
primary objectlve. We cannot shape a management plan wlthout k n w l n g  what we are rnanaglng for. 

Proposals: There are many good p r o p  Is In the document, but they are not integrated sensibly. Some llmhed 
suggesrions for comblned recommendations are included at the end of thls memo. 

Treatment: DOE has ?of figured out what would happen If sample resutts for any system came out above 
standards. Our comments on the draft IM/IRA supponed a consdldated treatment facility at A4, lndudtng 
metals and rads capablltty, provldlng one last fall safe capability. 

Interlor Ponds: Do not dewater and revegetate the lnterlor ponds. Thb buys nothlng over the current 
conflgurarlon and may Increase worker/publlc exposure. Nothlng should be done to the Interlor ponds untll a 
remedlal decision Is reached under OU6. (There Is still a chance that the Interior ponds would recelve a splll, 
renderlng any remporary action useless. 
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On the other hand, the Interlor ponds should not be used for routlne spill control. DOE phllosophy In general is 
to keep them as a backup system. That may be acceptable, provlded other means (tankage) Is used as the 
PRIMARY spill control mechanlsm. DOE seems to be mlsslng rhe link between tankage and the Interior ponds. 
Just because the Dispute ffesolurlon Coqmittee pawned lrnplementatlon of tankage to the Industrial Area IMllRC, 
does not excuse thls IM/IRA from complying with the reason we needed the tanks In the flrst place. 

Water Balance: Flows Into the pond sysems are not yet quantlfled. The 50/50/50 MG generalhation Is not 
workable for decislon making There are no volumes attached to dlscharges such as footing dralns, runoff, 
exfiltration. As a first step in planntng for pond management DOE should have cornplled and provided detalled 
information on the quality and quanttty of each of the sources to each pond and evaluated whether any of those 
sources could have been prevented, reduced, contained, etc. 

DO7 needs to evaluate 'wet' and "dry' periods; the excess water occurs during a short season (AprllJune?). At 
othe: times, the system can be managed in a batch mode. The e x c w  water needs to be quantifled so that a 
method of disposal can be determlned. 

Operating Parameters: DOE falied to lnvestlgate changlng thelr operatlng constfalnts of 50% capacity, 1 Wday 
draydown and falled to look at ways lo reduce the 35+ day batch dlscharge cycle. They cannot seem to pln 
down (or )ustlfy) the nuts and bolrs of operational corstralnts. The capaclty lirntts on the ponds keeps bouncing 
aroynd between 50 and 65%. Does DOE really know what the maXlmum Is? What about pelzometrlc levels? 

Ag&a page: Please forward copies of the responslveness summary and the draft schedule for subrnlttal of 
'dra? final Pond Water Management IM/IRA declslon document". What is the purpose of the 'Biological 
Assessment for Pond Water IM/IRA" ibted as an agenda Item? 
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Analyses: Wlth rsspect to needlng to analyze for 212  water qwltty parameten .._ per pond prbr to release': 
CDH needs to be able to take a representattve sample of the Impounded water pdor to release. We do not 
require DOE to sample, or to sampe each pond. 

COnBldOrO¶lOnLI: They need to define how 'consldemtlons' such as the Mlgratory Blrd Treaty A d  and the 
Endangered Specles Act have anyVllng to do M h  declslons on how to manage water. The 'Considerations' ere 
not supported or quantifled. DOE needs to deRne what they mean by 'hlstorlc water gualtty data" and 
"emergency releases of water. If DOE needs to perform a water rights assessment for a partlcular optlon, why 
hesn't at least a Rrst cut at an ass8ssrnent bean done? DOE has not presented any details on how and at whar 
volumes the dted Acts regulate pod v d u m  fl~~ctuatbn or detentlon of water. 

Costs: At the level of detal provlded, costs do not appear to vary enough to Justtfy carrylng them as a 
conslderatlon. It Is unclear whemer cost estlmates are valld enough to Justlfy comment Specmc comments on 
costs are therefore reserved. 

I 
Option 1.1: Batch Dlscherge with Increased Dam Monltohng 
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Thls is no different from current operations other than having a personhonltor the dams more often. 

Whatwlll be accornpllshed for the $900,000 for dam safev Is thls In addhlon to work already belng 
performed a5 recommended by the Gyps? 

I Option 1.2: Spray Evaporetlon/lnlgetlo~ 
_- I - -  

The optlon on Lntedw ponds, how eve^, Is probably best (except spray mpomrlng excess water). Thls Is an 
example of a good d t e w  hldden In a bad one. 

We have gone on the record as not.belng In favor of spray evaporatlon. Many of our concerns are Ilsted In 
thls sectlon, 

No commenf other than thls may be approprlaate In comblnatlon wtth another altematlve. (Spray evaporarlon, 
in the case of the Landfill Pond, show13 80% of the water retumlng to the pond. Thus. It would seem that 
evaporatlon wlll not eflectively reduce water volumes. lnigatkm may be OK Accordlng to the Zero 
Dlscharge Srudy, 1 MG of polrrble wafer Is used fm lawn waterlng In the summer. Maybe a source other 
than potable water could be used for thls, as well as other, purposes. Has DOE evaluated alternathres that 
use water but do not create wetlands? 

Does DOE have access to raw water that could be used to replace any consumed? 
Presumably DOE would not use contamlnared water for thls purpose 90 how could 'addftlonal IHSS's" be 
created? 

Any return flow woud need to be prevented or managed to meet Seg. 4 standards H It entered that Segment. 

Option 1.3: Direct Oischarge of STP Emuent to Segment 4 

- This may be one of the best altematlves: Allowing this vlmally ellmlnates all the other stlcklng polnts, which 
are primarily related to water  vblumes. Thls would free up pond capactty for almost e X C l U S i d y  storm water 
runoff. It would reduce the Inflow enough so tha! they could easlty manage a batch Isolation system with the 
water that does reach the termlnal ponds. 
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The bad part Is that the new NPDES p e d t  would have to be In place. Thls m a y  not happen In our IBetlme. 

Because the water would e regulated once at the STP under NPDES, It not only seems unreasonable but 
unnecessary to expect D J ,E to resarnple the same water once t f  gets lo A4. I thlnk we could ask for, and 
probably get, whatever tlg ter contrds we thlnk are necessary at the STP. 

No real-time analytical equlpmmt exlsts for rads. The only rlsk associated whh thls option Is an unknown 
release of 8 radlonucllde. Do the beneflts ourwelgh the rlsks? 

What would a release of rads do to the STP and how llkdy ts It to gel through? DOE should develop removal 
efflclencles for various paramerers, lncludlng rads. 

The water quality analyses estlrnate (95WKj Is the same as the previous alternatbes. Thls should Increase 
wlth tlghter monkorlng of the STP effluent Also, what Is the $8OOK alloned to dam safety golng towards? 
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- RF would flrst need to demonstrate to the State's satlsfacilon that there are adequate contrds wlthln the 
entire system to assure thqt spllls could not enter the WWTP Influent One rnechanlsm whlch would provlde 
some assurance Is throug the current Draln ID Study vhlch Is currently underway. However, thls m d y  Is 
not Ilkefy to be completed z ntll 199B (per DOE comments on the draft NPDES permlt). 

- Addltlonally, DOE would need to dernonstrate to the State that dellberate contrlbutlons to the STP are all 
Identlfied, quantlfled and evaluated agalnst STP removal efflclencles and effluent Ilmltatlons. Thls appears 
unlikely. As an example, DOE provlded nolflcatlon In June, 1994 to €PA pursuant to thelr current NPDES 
permit, that 2400 gal/wk of wastewater from the d e a n  pad would be enterlng the S f P  collectlon system. 
The only pretreatment standards applied by DOE are for gross alpha, gross beta and pH. The alpha 
standard set by DOE Is 40 pC1/1. No speciflc rads are to be tested prlw to dlscharge to the STP. A Worsl 
case example would be 2 9  gallons released In one day, with 40 pCi/l Pu. Assumlng 90% removal In the 
STP, and assuming zero bflckgmund Pu entering the STP, the effluent Pu would exceed the proposed permit 
llmlt of 0.05 pCl/l. Yet DO? 1s satlsfled wlth simply rneasurlng alpha, whlch has yet to be correlated wkh 
plutonlum concentratlons. Thls would show that direct STP release Is not reliable. It would be a vulnemble 
system There are examples of other unknowns wlth respect to STP contrlbutlons: Per DOE comments to 
the draft NPDES permit, the NCPP lnvdves potential discharge to the SF. Yet no quantlflcatlon OF thls 
discharge has been presented. 

- Exactly where would, the STP be discharged into Seg.47 Above or below McKay bypass return flow? 

- Has DOE evaluated methods of malntalnlng flows In Walnut Creek by other options or comblnarlons of 
options? I 

\ 

Option 1.4: Continuous Uee i f  Current Treatment System at Pond A4 

- System must be upgraded for metals and rads before we oonslder rhls a serious optlon Exlstlng treatment 
has not been shown to effectively remove low level rads. 

Wasfe generatlon from extQting system has been estlmated at 120,000 #/year of spent GAC, per dratr 
SWMP. There has been a ,problem In the past wkh dlsposlng of thls waste. 

Cold weather operatlons plresent problems 

Thls optlon, provlded edditjonal treatment capabllfty Is added for metals, rads, etc., should be evaluated In 
combination wlth other opt)ons. Treatment at A4 should not be considered a vlable long term o p t h ,  88 
waters In A4 and above are waters of the natlon and state and should meet water quallty crtterla. 

- 
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Optlon 1.6: Flow-through DIaeheges wtth Real-time Monltorlng 

- Thls sedlon lacks an actlon plan should discharges need to be terminated for any reason. 

- Realtlme alpha monitoring does not necessarily detect plutonium exceedances above 0.05 pCI/I; Could a 
system be developed to correlate Pu wtth turbldlty or parrlcle sbs? 

This optlon does not provide for representative sampling and evaluation before the water Is released from 
DOE contrd. This Is not posslble as a short-term optlon. 

- 

- A flow-through system seems premature untA Broomfield's new water supply Is on llne and wtth the many 
unknowns associated wkh upcoming DBD. 

I Ideas for Other AI- 

A. Phding the approval and lmpiementatlon of the NPDES permlt at the STP, Increase the controls and allow 
it? effluent to be discharged dlrectiy, bypasalng the ponds. 

6. Maintain the interior ponds at 10 to 25% volume pendlng the OU6 ROD. Contlnud use of Interlor ponds for 
spill control Is unacceptable. Routine spllls must be dlrected to the new tankage. lntarlor ponds can rmnaln 
avallable as an emergency backup. 

C. Beef up the "Terminal Treatment kacilitf at A4 to Include metals and rads. If the remalnlng waters in the 
pond sysrem are IO be batched, thls provides a contingency If they exceed standards. If waters are to be 
.continuous flow, they could pass through the system continuously ptlor to release Into Segment 4. 

D. No spray evaporation. Segment 5 water can be transfend downstream and treated. 

E. Could we see a schedule (time apd cost) for relnforclng the exktlng dams? The USAGE recommended 
flattening and buttressing the upstream dopes for A4 and C2 and Rattening and buttressing the downstream 
slopes for all three termlnal dams. Does thls action allow hlgher water retention? 

At what percent capacity would t$e darns need to be operated In order to batch operate year round? How 
close to 60% Is thls? 

F. The hydrologic Imbalance occurs roughly from March - June of each year, Durlng thls time, there Is Bxcess 
water which prevents operatb?g In a strict batch mode. During thls season, the vdume of m e r  fransferted 
from 85 to A4 and from A3 10 A4 can readlly be quantfled. Why not sample the water 8s Ir Is belng 
rranslened. say on days 1 and 3 of the transfer. The lab !urn around rlme of 18 days would get the results 
back on day 19 (for ample 1) aqcl day 21 (for sample 2). Calculate the expected concentratlons using flow 
volumes actually tmnsferred Into p14. If final calculated concentratlons are 06 begln release from A4 on day 
22. Thls will lessen the days In the dlscharge cyde. The actual predischarge sample would stll be 
collected on day 7 or 10, but 
confirmatory sample. The 
approach would only be 

Concurrent with uslng thls shq-tern approach, DOE would need to look at thdr dlscharge CrRerta (50%, 
one foot/day, etc) to fee how ql ld  they are for sltuatlons where the water Is held for ~ 3 0  days. Also, once 
the new piezometers are Installtkl, these crtterla need to be evaluated agalnst the response shown by the 
new piezometers. 

not be needed for authorWng a release. It would S8Ne baslcalty as a 
dally? STP data would also be used to corifjrm the resutts. This 

the wet season where the need can be documented. 
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G. There are several meaeures scoped out In the Zoro Discharge Studysereby the vdume of water to the 
ponds could be reduced and/or some of the w a s t m t e r  could be reused. Am any of these belng 
Investlgated? 

H. Use of the ponds as a ayatern IO perform batch releases, pertmps atternatlng batch releases between the 
larger ponds or simultaneously batchlng/releaslng frm 2 ponds while lsolatlng STP and stormwater In 
another pond or ponds; Has DOE evaluated rnanaghg these releases on a 8888omI basis? 

I .  Use of other storage (tanks, ponds) for the SfP effluent and batch releasea 

J. Batch untli high levels force release, then treat and release R data not yet avaflabie. 

K. Combinations of the Ilsted ahon-rerm and longterm optlorn wlth a phase-In of the long term. 

L. these are not all of the optlons DOE should have wnsMered. The process and/or the bias to a flow-through 
system has apparently restrained creatlvlty. 

. . .  
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